The practice of knowledge management (KM) has become pervasive and ubiquitous across business environments, driven by the realization that organizational know-how represents a strategic asset that can be leveraged for competitive advantage. To date, research has provided little guidance as to when knowledge management systems (KMS) will be successful in enabling organizations to leverage knowledge. In this paper, several ideas on the fit between functionalities of KMS and knowledge needs of employees, which are considered through contingency factors of task domain, type of knowledge and volatility of knowledge, are presented. Drawing on several vignettes gathered from a number of large-scale research projects and based on existing understanding of KMS design (from the literature), the goals of this paper are: (1) to discuss the concept of fit as a mechanism for understanding the deployment of technology for KM, and (2) to propose theoretical background for design of information systems (IS) that successfully support KM practices. Findings extend the task-technology fit concept to KM environment, and provide KM field with an outline of operationalizable advice to IS designers, explicitly dealing with contingent factors that influence the choice of functionalities needed by KMS in particular organizational setting.
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In Proceedings of the 6 th Annual ISOnEworld Conference, April 11-13, 2007, Las Vegas, NV www.isoneworld.org done through knowledge processes such as creation, sharing, reuse, which are enabled and supported by KM strategies which define activities, organizational structure and IT support for implementing KM (Hansen, Nohria & Tierney, 1999; Zack, 1999a) . Setting up such a KM strategy that would successfully leverage knowledge assets in a company has been a widely discussed issue both in theory and in practice. Many researchers and management consultants developed various frameworks and models for successful KM. Usually they are called "KM strategies" (i.e. (Choi & Lee, 2002; Hansen, Nohria & Tierney, 1999; Koenig, 2004; Zack, 1999a) ), "models" (Swan & Newell, 2000) , "schools" (Earl, 2001) , "paths" (Kelleher & Levene, 2001) , "approaches" (Kankanhalli et al., 2003) . However, even though these enablers are essential for a firm's KM capability, findings about how to employ them are still inconclusive (Desouza, 2006; Kankanhalli et al., 2003; Koenig, 2004; Tsui, 2005) . It is however impossible to manage a fuzzy process successfully, and lacking firm word of advice on how companies should go about injecting KM activities into existing work, it cannot be expected that technology that should support and enable KM, will be designed and deployed successfully. Literature review shows, that some sort of balanced approach to KM leads to best performance. But what is the right balance? As knowledge creation and utilization are highly business-context dependent, it is suggested (contrary to prevailing body of knowledge) that more than one strategy for injecting KM practices can exist in a company. Instead of proposing a company-wide approach, we argue that KM practices should be considered to be implemented on a more granular organizational level. Business processes seem the right choice as this is where employees perform their everyday tasks, using existing or with help of creating new knowledge.
KM Systems: Information technology that supports KM practices
An emerging line of information systems (IT artifacts) targets professional and managerial activities by focusing on dealing with 'knowledge' and 'knowledge resources' (Alavi & Leidner, 1999) . Depending on the stance on KM taken, various definitions and field of deployment of KMS exist. In example, researchers that view knowledge as an object, socially independent of a person/group (i.e. (Popper, 1972) , (Zack, 1999b) ) argue for KMS that support 'hard' approach, i.e. storing knowledge in form of information in databases, document management systems, etc. Social constructivists rather see knowledge as "socially constructed" (Kuhn, 1962) , leading to KMS to be associated with "connectivity", with functions that support and enable collaboration among employees. An artificial dichotomization (i.e. tacit vs. explicit knowledge, and four 'distinct' processes of Nonaka's SECI cycle) led to a reinforced misunderstanding about how and where knowledge can be used in organizations.
When analyzing IS support for emergent knowledge processes Markus, Majchrzak and Gasser acknowledge that one of the important reasons why knowledge workers are not supported appropriately is that there are too many different tools that are not integrated. Employees have access to expert systems, decisions support systems, discussion boards, content management systems, however, this results in a "tool glut", leading to aversion to use of such systems (2002, p. 185) . Knowledge, as it is conceptualized by many organizations, is thus not connected to the work of the enterprise (Seeley, 2002) : many knowledge initiatives very often avoided existing IT systems and introduced additional IT artifacts, regardless of the true knowledge needs of employees who were to use those applications KMS. With that, they designed a 'parallel universe' where knowledge is paramount, however, it is disconnected from their working practices (Smith & McKeen, 2004) . In Proceedings of the 6 th Annual ISOnEworld Conference, April 11-13, 2007, Las Vegas, NV www.isoneworld.org This is in direct contradiction with the "process-value of IT" (Barua, Kriebel & Mukhopadhyay, 1995; Barua & Mukhopadhyay, 2000; Sambamurthy, 2001; Tallon, Kraemer & Gurbaxani, 2000) which advises that just throwing technology in a process does not improve that process. "Indeed, such indiscriminant applications of technology may actually reduce process performance," (Ray, Muhanna & Barney, 2005, p. 643) . IT can only create business value (makes work more efficient and effective) through enabling and supporting working practices.
Net value of the IS adoption hence depends on how well the tool matches the needs of intended users, by not disrupting the natural flow of activity, by not altering roles of human actors significantly and by including all the important contextual information (Cooper, 2003) . Thus, IT capabilities can only be leveraged and influence KM success when assimilated within business processes with already injected KM activities.
This influentially informs our theoretical background of KMS design, as one can see that first business context (process) needs to be analyzed and only then, KM practices and KMS solution can be considered and deployed. What are the appropriate KMS functionalities would consequently depend on knowledge needs of employees, which should be analyzed at the business process level, taking into account individual users, especially their working and knowledge practices, and the knowledge processes embedded in the process' task structures. Based on our discussion we can conclude, that there is a need to understand how the nature of knowledge needs impacts the KMS-design needed for injecting KM practices into the everyday working practices.
IS design: Why Task Technology Fit Theory?
The introduction of any organizational intervention -including new IT tool -into an existing environment has the potential to serve as a catalyst for change. Research in the IS field generated various approaches to IS development. Examples include generally applicable socio-technical systems (Cherns, 1976; Clegg, 2000) and participative design (Emery, 1993) , more specific IS design guidelines i.e. Task-Technology Fit Theory for Group Support Systems (Zigurs & Buckland, 1998) and conceptualized Microsoft Usability Guidelines for Web & Wireless Site Usability (Venkatesh & Ramesh, 2006) , and "somewhere in between" IS success models such as DeLone & McLean's (DeLone & McLean, 1992) and TAM (Davis, Bagozzi & Warshaw, 1989) , who have mostly been concerned with conceptual inquiry in utilization and use of IT artefacts and thus need deep considerations when mirroring their findings in specific design guidelines for particular organizational setting.
Which of the listed is the most appropriate and why? There are four reasons why TaskTechnology Fit Theory concept is suitable to theoretically ground the design of KMS in.
1) TTFT fits the contingency perspective of this research
It is the stance of this paper that both KM strategy and IT support for KM practices are dependent on business context, particularly, knowledge needs of the employees who need to utilize and create existing knowledge within working practices. (Goodhue & Thompson, 1995; Zigurs & Buckland, 1998) , which argues that tasktechnology fit is important antecedent that can be used to predict or assess the success of information system: the greater the fit of IS design with task characteristics, the better the individual or group performance of the IS user(s).
This concurs with 'dependability' of KM strategy and process-value of IT as discussed above. Thus, TTFT represents an ideal base for theoretical background of KMS design, where the concern is the fit between knowledge needs, technology characteristics, and KMS success.
2) Suitability of KMS success measure to TTFT concept in KMS environment
Several adoption and success models have been proposed in the IS field, as measuring success is vital in any organizational setting to provide targets and basis for feedback on implementation, to defend and secure funding, to assess implementation success, and to develop guidelines for future implementations (Jennex, 2005; Kankanhalli & Tan, 2004; Turban & Aronson, 2001 ).
Recent research in KMS field argues (Jennex, 2005) that KMSs are in essence similar to other types of IS, having value in efficient and effective use (see i.e. (Markus & Keil, 1994 )) yet significantly different in a sense that they have the most value when providing infrequently used knowledge when appropriate. Instead of quantitative measures such as number of contributions or number of uses, measures of KMS success are rather related to intention to use (end users) and intention to contribute (contributory users), and can be assessed with the help of Thompson, Higgins and Howell's Perceived Benefit Model (Jennex, 2005; Thompson, Higgins & Howell, 1991) .
KMS as a part of KM practices need to support everyday practices of knowledge utilization and creation throughout work practices, leading to very importance of business context analysis. The latter can be and has been fruitfully analyzed using the task-technology concept (Zigurs & Buckland, 1998) . Namely, 'fit' is defined as a number of ideal profiles, where task and technology contingencies are internally consistent and aligned (Zigurs & Buckland, 1998) . Discovering such ideal fit-profiles will account for richer understanding of business context. The more technology is aligned to knowledge needs, the greater their intentions to contribute and use KMS will be. Thus, using TTFT concept aligns well with the KMS success measure, as is therefore used in our theoretical background we are proposing for KMS design.
3) TTFT provides context-specific model of IS design
The models of IS adoption and success mentioned above can be considered when designing features of an IS. With an exception of the Microsoft Usability Guidelines (Agarwal & Venkatesh, 2002; Venkatesh & Ramesh, 2006) , traditional models are not rich in context. In example, Technology Acceptance model (Davis, Bagozzi & Warshaw, 1989; Venkatesh & Davis, 2000) became "somewhat of a gold standard for understanding individual reactions to technology and user behavior given its combination of parsimony, reliable and valid
In Proceedings of the 6 th Annual ISOnEworld Conference, April 11-13, 2007, Las Vegas, NV www.isoneworld.org scales, and generalisability to a range of contexts and technologies," (Venkatesh & Ramesh, 2006, p. 201) . Parsimony and context-less-ness was authors' original intention and that is what makes analysis of attitudes of users towards using particular IT with TAM applicable and generalizable across a range of areas. Similarly, Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology -UTAUT (Venkatesh et al., 2003) reviewed and integrated different models of IS adoption and use to provide a theory with roots in IS, psychology and sociology. Again, parsimony and generalisability across various domains were authors' crucial intentions (Venkatesh et al., 2003) . General Task-technology Fit Theory (Goodhue & Thompson, 1995) is not much different in this aspect. Authors have focused on relevance of the tasktechnology concept, rather than on identification of combinations of particular tasks and technologies that fit together and impact utilization and individual performance.
However, in line with 'IS-research-crisis call for theories' where IT artefact is more central to the theory development (Benbasat & Zmud, 2003) , more context-specific theories should be developed as they "provide greater explanatory power and more actionable guidance to practitioners", argue Venkatesh and Ramesh (2006, p. 201) .
In that sense, Zigurs and Buckland adopted general TTF theory and investigated tasktechnology fit in specific, group support system environment. It was more context-specific and actionable than general TTFT: it proposed explicit 'ideal fit profiles' of task characteristics and GSS dimensions, which positively influence group performance and technology use (Zigurs & Buckland, 1998) .
Our theoretical grounding of KMS design is also based on the task-technology fit concept, as its nature requires rich business context analysis of working practices (knowledge needs characteristics), of IT support for it (KMS characteristics), and of fit between them (ideal, prescriptive profiles). By defining characteristics for KMS which support particular working practices, it proposes KMS-specific models of IS design.
4) TTFT not yet applied in the KMS field
From the general form of TTFT presented in 1995 by Goodhue and Thompson (Goodhue & Thompson, 1995) , the theory has undergone numerous modifications to suit the purposes of particular study, particular environment. First IS-design-related and context-specific theory was the specific TTFT for GSS environment (Zigurs & Buckland, 1998) . In 2005, specific TTFT for mobile information systems followed (Gebauer, Shaw & Gribbins, 2005) . As KM is considered a promising organizational innovation with distinct practices, procedures and meaning, as implementing KM activities within a firm can be very costly and fragile (Soliman & Spooner, 2000) , and as IT is considered to have important supporting and enabling roles in this 'new way of working', it is our belief that specific TTFT for KM environment is lacking in the IS theory and practice.
As TTFT concept has not yet been used in this particular context and, more importantly, because TTFT fits to contingency stance of this research, TTFT concept serves as the grounding theory of our KMS design suggestions. Goodhue and Thompson (Goodhue & Thompson, 1995) analyzed the link between IS and individual performance in hope to improve prediction and management of IS success. They confirmed that task-technology fit has significant explanatory power: Task-Technology Fit Theory (TTFT) they developed holds that IT is more likely to have a positive impact on individual performance and be used when IT functionalities match the characteristics of tasks that the users must perform.
Goodhue and Thompson's studies have mostly not been focused on development of specific guidelines that would identify relevant characteristics of task, technology and fit constructs, which would be of operationalizable help to IS designers.
Independently, yet almost as response to this deficiency, Zigurs and Buckland in their 1998 seminal article proposed a specific theory of task-technology fit in group support systems (GSS) environments based on task complexity and their relationships to relevant dimensions of GSS technology. Although the Goodhue and Thompson's (1995) model operates at the individual level of analysis, Zigurs and Buckland (1998) present an analogous model operating at the group level -proposition is that good fit results in good group performance. Their theory explicitly conceptualizes all the used constructs: tasks, technology and concept of fit between tasks and technology, defined as defined as "ideal profiles composed of an internally consistent set of task contingencies and GSS elements that affect the group performance," (Zigurs & Buckland, 1998, p. 323) .
How are our KMS design suggestions informed by the two mentioned TTFT streams of research? Goodhue and Thompson's (1995) TTFT theory is significantly followed when considering tasks, technology, performance and utilization as main constructs: adapting TTFT to KMS environment, 'knowledge needs' are proposed to substitute the 'task' construct, 'technology' characteristic construct is adapted to KMS specificity, and KMS-specific success measures are proposed as 'IS success' measure. Similar to Zigurs and Buckland's TTF-GSS-Theory (1998), 'knowledge needs / technology fit' is considered as pre-defined profiles, which are developed in three steps. In the first step, knowledge needs are defined. Secondly, KMS technology characteristics are described. Finally, knowledge needs / technology fit profiles are proposed. The figure below shows the top-level conceptual framework of our KMS design propositions. Next, based on existing research, after defining dimensions of 'KMS technology', analysis of 'knowledge needs' dimensions is made, and they are aligned to KMS dimensions. Accordingly, preliminary version of 'ideal fit profiles' of the KMS design is proposed.
KMS technology dimensions
Proposed implications for design of KMS in our work are conceptual and classified as "technical" and "human" oriented. They are considered through Nonaka's theory of dynamic knowledge creation (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Nonaka, Toyama & Konno, 2000) , Hansen, Nohria and Tierney (HNT)'s discussion on KM strategies (Hansen, Nohria & Tierney, 1999 ) and Riempp's proposals in the field of KMS (Riempp, 2004) . Figure 1 shows generic architecture for enterprise knowledge portal, which can be used as "global picture" of an enterprise KMS solution. It shows building blocks of such solution, firstly, from strategy to system level (horizontal, top-down view), and secondly, from "4-pillar" view of content, collaboration, competence and orientation (Riempp, 2004) .
"Technical" design is a solution that draws upon HNT's codification strategy (Hansen, Nohria & Tierney, 1999) . A KMS thus has strong codification and storage facilities, where knowledge is stored in form of information in databases, documents in document management systems, etc., where it can be accessed by employees.
"Human" design draws upon HNT's personalization strategy (Hansen, Nohria & Tierney, 1999) . KMS will have strong collaboration functionalities as they connect people and channel individual expertise, facilitate conversation and enable locating knowledge holders.
Looking at 4 pillars, technical oriented KMS will have to be strong in content and orientation categories (such as good document management facilities, advanced search engine, appropriate taxonomy for knowledge classification), while human oriented KMS will have advanced collaboration and competence possibilities (i.e. discussion forum vs. blogs vs. wikis vs. instant messaging, knowledge maps, yellow pages).
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In Proceedings of the 6 th Annual ISOnEworld Conference, April 11-13, 2007, Las Vegas, NV www.isoneworld.org In this section, contingent factors of task domain, type of knowledge, and volatility of knowledge, which define knowledge needs of employees, are discussed. Suitable technological solutions, that is ideal fit profiles of KMS design are proposed based on extant literature review and findings from several large-scale research and consulting projects undertaken in the past. Knowledge workers engage with KMSs during the context of work assignments. The type of KMSs support needed to enable for effective and efficient completion of task assignments will heavily depend on the nature of the work and the kind of knowledge is involved in the task.
This contingency factor distinguishes focused and broad task domains. Focused tasks rely on functional knowledge embodied in a specific group of engineers, elemental technologies, information processing devices, databases and patents (Kusunoki, Nonaka & Nagata, 1998) . Deep knowledge in particular area is required or knowledge that is high in specificity (Choudhury & Sampler, 1997; Pisano, 1994) . Broad tasks necessitate working with employees from other processes within the organization through dynamic interaction, communication, coordination across different functional groups (Kusunoki, Nonaka & Nagata, 1998) . The less variety of problems encountered in tasks requires specialization and decreases the need for interunit collaboration (von Krogh & Roos, 1995) . Greater the variety of problems encountered in tasks, greater the need for working with other subunits within the organization.
According to Earl's (Earl, 2001) classification, technology school could be relevant for focused tasks. It is plausible to say that using databases for transferring knowledge (hitherto in explicit form) might be appropriate for focused knowledge. Underlying argument here is that tacit and explicit knowledge are dependent qualities of knowledge: Polanyi (Polanyi, 1966) argues that tacit knowing is needed to understand and interpret information received. Without some common knowledge base, transfer of knowledge will not happen. "Only individuals with a requisite level of shared knowledge can truly exchange knowledge," (Alavi & Leidner, 2001, p. 112) . When specialists share common knowledge base, knowledge is easier to transfer in explicit form, as they will easier comprehend the meaning articulated in codified form, as argued by (Zack, 1999b) : complexity of connecting two individuals with close knowledge base is lesser than connecting two individuals with very different common knowledge. The more specialized knowledge two people have in common, the more sophisticated their communication can be: if two individuals with very different knowledge bases communicate, integration can occur only at a very basic knowledge (Grant, 1996b) . Arguments above imply that technical design might hold promise for focused-task domain subunits that do not need much of integration with other subunits to perform their work.
From the similar (but opposite side of) perspective constructivist theories of knowledge development hold their argument for social construction of knowledge: knowledge is not an object, socially independent of a person/group (as argued by many authors, starting from (Popper, 1972) and "most notably in the IT literature" (Alavi & Leidner, 2001 ), but rather socially constructed (Kuhn, 1962) . It is so because the transfer of "true belief", unbiased by personal interpretations between groups of people is questionable (Fiol, 1991; Weick, 1979) . Therefore, social construction of knowledge is needed as all the background knowledge, necessary to understand new information might be too much to transfer and digest in codified form. Rather the knowledge itself, when tasks are dependent on other individuals who have highly specific (but different base) knowledge, information about "who knows what" should be transferred, knowledge itself however, should be exchanged face-to-face. Process of sharing deep knowledge is time consuming and expensive: "It can't be systematized, so it can't be made efficient", meaning codified ( (Hansen, Nohria & Tierney, 1999) ). This holds promise for performing broad tasks where employees engage in collaboration across knowledge domains. In addition, it holds promise in the area where deep functional knowledge needs to be transferred in example from expert to novice, as performing focused tasks, learning must be individualized and In Proceedings of the 6 th Annual ISOnEworld Conference, April 11-13, 2007, Las Vegas, NV www.isoneworld.org personal. Internalization and externalization knowledge conversion modes of Nonaka (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995) are important for such tasks (Becerra-Fernandez & Sabherwal, 2001 ). To sum up, performing focused task in particular subunit, technical design would be more appropriate, working on externalization knowledge conversion modes as a mean of articulating tacit knowledge in explicit form, and on internalization process as a mean of acquiring new tacit knowledge from explicit form. In focused-tasks internalization and externalization are enabled by common knowledge base. For example, engineers working on specific problems have deep expertise in their various domains. This deep knowledge is required for them to work on the specificities of their problem. Technology support is needed in the form of knowledge retrieval tools from databases. The specialist would need to scan and query large databases within his/her field for past knowledge about their problem. In most cases, the specialist will be able to formulate their queries with reasonable ease, as they understand their problems and the domain. The researchers are also able to receive automated updates, via email feeds, when new articles in their fields are loaded into the database, or when new articles cite articles that they have tagged as important.
Conversely, subunits where a task solving process requires individuals with different knowledge bases collaborating would benefit from pursuing human design of KMS. In example, generalists (e.g. managers) require broad knowledge. Their knowledge needs are integrative in nature -they need to know enough about the various domains they interact with to be able to build bridges and serve as an integrator across these domains. For the generalist rather than knowing everything within a domain, like the case of a specialist, the knowledge need is one of knowing who knows everything. KMSs should be able to (1) provide updates of recent developments across a wide range of domains, and (2) provide a list of sources who can be contacted for further knowledge within each domain.
Type of knowledge
This factor looks at two types of knowledge that are needed by particular person within tasks: "know what" and "know how". Employees in business process more often that not interact with different types of knowledge, thus requiring different types of KMSs' support. Processes are formed due to the degree of cohesion in internal activities of the unit. Hence, people in those processes differentiate among themselves by the types of activities they conduct.
For example, the accounting department will be concerned with knowledge that is fairly declarative in nature (e.g. standards and procedures from the accounting boards), whereas the customer-service department will employ procedural or rule-based knowledge (e.g. how to fix a product bug). The differences in the knowledge needs of sub-units will call for different types of KMSs.
Know-what is the base for content oriented tasks and has been associated with explicit (declarative) knowledge. If underlying knowledge bases are similar, technical design that focuses on knowledge codification, its transfer and retention in explicit form, would be suitable. Reading about success stories, reading manuals, documents, should facilitate tacit knowledge creation. Knowledge can be stored in databases, document management systems Know-how (procedural knowledge) is the base for process oriented tasks, and has been associated with tacit knowledge of technological and scientific expertise, acquired through personal experience (Grant, 1996b; Pisano, 1994) . Human design would be more appropriate for know-how as it is built by listening to stories, experimenting, trying, on-the-job training, brainstorming camps, communities of practice. Enabling and supporting person-to-person In Proceedings of the 6 th Annual ISOnEworld Conference, April 11-13, 2007, Las Vegas, NV www.isoneworld.org collaboration is the focus of the KMS. Additionally, storing experience might be possible in the instances when knowledge can be codified. Consider the example of Xerox and many other companies who store step-by-step procedural knowledge in knowledge-bases, where maintenance staff can pose questions and provide answers to a community of peers -engineersacross the globe.
Volatility of knowledge
This contingency factor is concerned with "volatility" of knowledge: what is the volatility of knowledge in particular subunit or a process? The main question would be whether the knowledge used for performing tasks is rapidly changing or can it be economically reused (stored and reapplied)?
Whether new/old knowledge is needed, depends on volatility of environment: if it is highly volatile, knowledge is time-sensitive and in order to "keep pace" with changing requests has to be continuously created and, if stored, also continuously refreshed. If, on the other hand, knowledge is less time sensitive it can be reused over a relatively longer time span (Kankanhalli et al., 2003) .
With repetition of similar tasks, complexity decreases (von Krogh & Roos, 1995) and knowledge gets acquired by performing parties. Only at this point knowledge can be converged to other employees as it can be explicated easier and organizationally legitimized and "approved" in a sense of either being articulated in a written form, code of practice, best practices, success stories, routines, standard operating procedures, emails, faxes, memos. Then, knowledge can be spatially detached from the source of its origin, argues (von Krogh & Roos, 1995) , and at this point, technical design would be suitable. If problems are new or complex, tacit knowledge of (one more) individuals might be needed for resolving particular task. Besides time sensitivity, knowledge goals are also different for each case. In the first case, the primary knowledge goal is knowledge augmentation (Markus, 2001) , where employees augment the knowledge they already have by helping them acquire and deepen knowledge in particular domain. In the second case, the primary knowledge goal is knowledge substitution where existing knowledge of non-experts is substituted with experts' knowledge in order to uniformly direct the behavior of less-knowledgeable people (Markus, 2001) .
These arguments suggest that for subunits with volatile knowledge requests human design orientation would be more appropriate, as it makes people to exchange knowledge in person. It is also less use to try storing such knowledge as it is less likely to be needed in the future. Rather than storing the knowledge itself, connectivity between people might be better to support, i.e. through enabling people to communicate and develop new knowledge. That would again imply use of human oriented design. In such environment, focus is on enabling person-to-person or group knowledge creation and transfer. Underlying philosophy is connectivity and collaboration: make experts available for help and co-creating of new and innovative solutions.
In the case when standardized outputs are produced, knowledge can be retrieved from electronic databases and efficiently re-applied. Consider a case of consulting company where junior consultant is dispatched to perform due diligence project in a company. When checking the health of financial statements and other areas of business operations, consultant uses highly detailed instructions ("manual") and on how to approach the audit in particular area (what are the steps), how to perform different steps (what activities there are, description of best practices etc.). This implies that content (document management system, knowledge base) and orientation Less volatile Knowledge can be reused over longer timespan. Focus on exploitation of onceorganizationally-developed knowledge.
Technical design with knowledge storage and database retrieveal facilities. Document management systems.
Conclusions: future research
While theory and practice have come a long way in terms of maturity of KM practices, concrete explanations as to how to deploy these practices successfully are lacking. We are also short of methods to clearly design and deploy the right technologies for the right kind of KM problem. Thus, the organizations needs to develop a competency in analyzing knowledge needs which are defining KMS functionalities, managing multiple KMSs and serving as a coordinator of these KMSs, rather than taking the easy, and incorrect, road of trying to use a blanket onesize-fits-all approach as proposed by a large and influential body of literature. This thinking is in line with the work of Grant (Grant, 1996a) , who argued that the organization needs to be a coordinator of knowledge and expertise in the organization. Not only that, it needs to be a coordinator and integrator of KMSs used throughout the company.
Following that, organization should be deemed as a portfolio manager of multiple KM strategies, which can be called upon as needed to meet the knowledge needs of various groups of employees, which are considered through contingent factors. One aspect of this is to be agile and flexible in predicting the functionalities of KMSs needed. In Proceedings of the 6 th Annual ISOnEworld Conference, April 11-13, 2007, Las Vegas, NV www.isoneworld.org
Our paper provides a theoretical background for a possible KMS design theory that would create and evaluate innovative IT artifacts that further productive application of IT for managerial and organizational purposes. The outlined preliminary propositions abut 'ideal fit profiles' need to be validated in each of the four constructs of the future KMS design theory based on TTFT concepts.
In the area of 'knowledge needs', future research is needed to in the area of contingent factors. We have outlined three of them, however, some of the dimensions might have to be expanded (i.e. type of knowledge according to other, more detailed classifications rather only know how/know what etc). In the area of 'KMS technology', similar type of research is envisioned. 'Fit profiles' need to be amended in exploratory case studies, and also appropriate KMS success measurement instrument needs to be adopted. Case studies do not necessarily provide sufficient basis for making general theoretical claims, but they do permit rigorous testing of propositions, looking for alternative explanations and seeking to explain why negative cases occur, thereby enabling the researcher to move towards the development of valid and well-grounded conclusions, and valid interpretation of occurring phenomena in the social world (Van Maanen, 1988) . The outline of the constructs has been based on findings from previous large-scale research projects in the field of KM and KMS, and on the grounds of extant literature. Exploratory study will amend the dimensions of these constructs. Validity of the construct will need to be validated through a large-scale quantitative study.
The list of potential contributions of such research sketched below, calls for further work in the area.
Potential contributions to the discipline of information systems
While acknowledging importance of cultural, social and motivational factors, future research needs to addresses the technical aspects of KM by providing a design theory for KMS. As "design-type theory" (Gregor, 2006) , such theory with explicitly outlined prescriptive statements for constructing an IT artefact in particular organizational setting, would provide actionable guidelines to IT practitioners in KMS design field. With that, it would be intended for the principal consumer of IS research -IT practice community -as suggested in (Benbasat & Zmud, 2003) .
Such theory can also be applied to analyze successful and unsuccessful KMS retroactively.
Thus, based on the Task Technology Fit Theory (Dennis, Wixom & Vandenberg, 2001; Goodhue & Thompson, 1995; Zigurs & Buckland, 1998) , such KMS design theory would complement other IS adoption/success theories:
-Technology Acceptance Model (Davis, Bagozzi & Warshaw, 1989; Venkatesh & Davis, 2000) , -Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology -UTAUT (Venkatesh et al., 2003) , and -Microsoft Usability Guidelines (Agarwal & Venkatesh, 2002; Venkatesh & Ramesh, 2006) Such theory could be considered deterministic to the extent that it prescribes expectations about performance, based on characteristics of knowledge needs and technology. However, ideal task-technological fit profiles are part of greater social agenda (Barley, 1986; Orlikowski, 1992; Orlikowski & Barley, 2001; Zigurs & Buckland, 1998) in an organization and thus cannot be the sole guarantor for KMS success. Rather, such combinations for the latter are much more complex than the 'knowledge needs / KMS design' profiles. Still, the KMS design theory could be used as a starting point in technological context of the greater socio-technological complexity.
Potential contributions to the disciplines of KM / management / organization science:
With a KMS design theory based on TTFT concepts, contingency theory could be used and applied in the area of KM, more specifically, design of IS that supports KM.
KMS design theory would add to existing body of knowledge by researching KM strategies on more granular organizational level unlike most of prior research. Looking at business process level, tasks performed within could be viewed as an aggregate and are more homogenous (regarding their knowledge needs) than if looking at the whole company. Theory could be used to establish which KM strategies fit to particular business context, defined by particular knowledge needs of business processes, and with that, recognizing process-level-dependent KM strategies.
Potential contributions to the IT practitioners:
KMS design theory would provide operationalizable advice for IS (KMS) designers, as it would explicitly deal with contingent factors of knowledge needs that fit particular KMS characteristics and where degree of fit among 'knowledge needs / technology' affects success of KMS implementation.
KMS design theory could be applied both to identify promising areas for the application of available KMSs, and to design information systems that successfully support KM.
KMS implementation is a problematic and ambiguous undertaking. Hence, the decision about type of KMS to be introduced would be more informed, decreasing the chances of costly implementation failures.
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